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SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
Nos. 85-93 AND 85-428 -
P . E. BAZEMORE, ET AL., PETITIONERS 
85-93 v. 
WILLIAM C. FRIDAY ET AL. 
UNITED STATES, ET AL., PETITIONERS 
85-428 v. 
WILLIAM C. FRIDAY ET AL. 
ON WRITS OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 
APPEALS FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUIT 
[June-. 1986] 
JUSTICE BRENNAN, with whom JUSTICE MARSHALL, Jus-
TICE BLACKMUN, and JUSTICE STEVENS join, dissenting in 
part. 
I 
The Court rejects private petitioners' claim that the Ex-
tension Service had a duty under the Fourteenth Amend-
ment and the regulations promulgated under Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to desegregate the 4-H and Exten-
sion Homemaker Clubs in North Carolina. The Court con-
cludes that the "Constitution require[s no] more than what 
the District Court and the Court of Appeals found the service 
has done in this case to disestablish segregation in its clubs," 
ante, at --, although the Court does not identify precisely 
what it is that has been done. The Court of Appeals deter-
mined that the respondents' constitutional duty has been sat-
isfied if a plaintiff cannot point to a minority individual who 
has been discriminated against with respect to membership 
in a 4-H or Extension Homemaker Club. In upholding the 
Court of Appeals in this respect, the Court joins the Exten-
sion Service in winking at the Constitution's requirement 
